Stakeholder participation is commonly promoted as a means to boost outcomes of sanitation improvement projects, in particular in developing countries. However, there is little research on when or how this participation should occur during the process of planning a sanitation system in order to maximize the effect. This study develops a framework for analysing participation levels of different stakeholders throughout a planning process and applies it to sanitation planning guidelines and case studies from Burkina Faso. This analysis highlights that, particularly during designing of system options and selecting among these options, there exist potential weaknesses regarding who participates and how that participation may influence what type of sanitation is implemented.
INTRODUCTION
Stakeholder engagement and participation is a popular concept in many disciplines, from environmental planning and management to international development work. In the field of sanitation, participation is promoted as a tool for overcoming some of the major challenges to improved access to sanitation, such as low demand for sanitation infrastructure, poor hygiene habits, weak institutional structures and low capacity for operation and maintenance of built systems (Wright ; Wood et al. ) . Stakeholder participation in sanitation planning and implementation is encouraged because it is believed that it will create demand, for example, toilets that are wanted will be used (Wright ) ; it will lead to a better decision-making process where the selected technologies are better adapted to the local context (WSSCC/ Eawag ); and it will increase stakeholders' capacities to manage the system afterwards (Roma & Jeffrey ) .
For reaching the un-served in the sanitation sector, the participation paradigm is now widely accepted and there is increasing promotion of collaborative design and policymaking among academics and politicians as a way to increase sustainability (Murcott ) . Just as sanitation experts talk about unbundling sanitation investments and working along the entire chain of technologies that make up the sanitation system (Wright ) , it is now time to start unbundling the planning process in the same manner and raise questions about how participation is promoted and facilitated, as well as when it should take place. To address these questions, this study will: (i) introduce analytical tools for categorizing participation levels and decision-making domains; (ii) use them to explain how and when participation appears in sanitation planning processes; and (iii) suggest how this knowledge can be used to improve planning processes in terms of more deliberate participation in sanitation planning.
ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
In order to assess how participation appears in sanitation projects, this paper develops an analytical framework based on: (1) different steps of sanitation planning; (2) a participation ladder to classify levels of participation; and (3) different decision-making domains of participating groups of stakeholders. The framework is then employed to analyse the degree of participation in two sanitation planning guidelines (theoretical sanitation planning) and in two case studies in Burkina Faso (practice of sanitation planning). This will facilitate the identification of potential weaknesses both in how participation is understood and in how it is implemented, as well as finding opportunities for increasing the benefits from stakeholder participation.
Planning steps
This study recognizes that a sanitation planning process is typically made up of a variety of steps and that different stakeholders may be involved to different degrees in each step. Therefore, this paper applies a set of generic planning steps derived from a literature review of the planning frameworks that are currently promoted by various sanitation agencies (McConville ) as the backbone on which to build the analysis. The five generic steps to planning sanitation projects are: (1) problem identification; (2) defining objectives; (3) design options; (4) selection process; and (5) action plan for implementation. The analysis uses the generic steps as a backbone structure, so that how planning is done can be assessed within each step in the process. Note that Arnstein's original term at this rung was 'Citizen Control', but to accommodate a more differentiated analysis of the participation levels of all involved stakeholders it is here changed to just 'Control'.
Decision-making domains
As discussed above, one of the criticisms directed at the Arnstein ladder is that it does not recognize that different user groups may seek involvement in the process at different times and that it offers a simplistic view of citizens as stakeholders (Tritter & McCallum ) . To avoid such simplification, and to capture the dynamics of processes that typically involve more than just citizens and city authorities, this study will look at participation from the perspective of several different stakeholder groups. The definition of these different stakeholder groups is based on the concept of different decision-making domains within the urban sanitation sector. This analysis will use the stakeholder classifications from the IWA specialist group for sanitation in urban areas: (i) Users; (ii) Neighbourhood; (iii) City; and (iv) Beyond the City (regional/national authorities, sector experts) (IWA ). It should be noted that the quality of participation of these stakeholder groups (or their representatives), for example, dominance of a particular group (for instance landlords at the neighbourhood level), was not analysed in this paper, but is an important issue that should be acknowledged in a planning process.
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
This analytical framework is applied to two sanitation planning guidelines and two implemented sanitation projects from the field. The two guidelines for sanitation improve- The main stakeholders in each case are shown in Table 1 . Information regarding these sanitation projects was gathered from document reviews, interview studies and site visits to the project areas. Case study methodology (Yin ) was applied during data collection and analysis to assure reliability and validity. 
COMMUNITY-LED TOTAL SANITATION

COMMUNITY-LED URBAN ENVIRONMENTAL SANITATION
The CLUES steps that represent problem identification and defining objectives involve Users and Neighbourhood stakeholders working in partnership with the process leader to identify current deficiencies and community priorities. City and Beyond the city stakeholders participate in the consultation meetings in the first step and are then informed of community priorities (Figure 1 ). The design process is predominantly done in partnership between the process leader with the support of sector experts, local and national NGOs (which can be Neighbourhood/Beyond the city) Table 1 | Institutional map of the stakeholder domains in the two guidelines (CLTS and CLUES) and the two Burkina Faso and specialists (Beyond the city). The other stakeholder groups appear to be absent in this step.
Once possible service plans are identified, the process leader presents feasible options to the community for discussion and selection of the best option. Participation levels for Users thus return to the partnership levels established during the initial steps. Although it is not specified in the guidelines, it is assumed that participation levels for City and Beyond the city stakeholders will be similar to their initial involvement, i.e. consultation. The action plan is then developed through a moderated discussion with stakeholders, including community members and regulatory bodies, regarding the best way to achieve implementation.
City and regulatory agencies (Beyond the city) are specifically invited to participate in this step to clarify technical issues and institutional capacities. Each of the stakeholders thus has a specific set of issues and priorities that they bring to the discussion and they make decisions related to their capacities, i.e. delegated power.
PSAO, Burkina Faso
The process of problem identification was primarily con- Beyond the city stakeholders remained informed of the action planning process, but did not participate directly in its development.
DISCUSSION
When using the three-tier analytical framework to compare the guidelines and implemented projects, it becomes clear that there is no dominant style of participation or common approach. Instead, a number of interesting similarities and differences become highlighted, which indicates a potential for improving the provision of sanitation by improving the process of sanitation planning.
First, there are striking differences between the two guidelines reviewed in this study. CLTS starts the process at a lower level of participation than CLUES, but quickly moves to high levels of control and power sharing. CLTS is also the only example studied that gives Users the delegated power during the designing step. However, it should be noted that studies from CLTS projects in various countries have shown mixed results for sustained use of latrines (Evans et al. ) . Both CLTS and CLUES recommend that Users and Neighbourhood groups participate at a level greater than or equal to city and government actors throughout most of the process (the only exception is problem identification in CLTS). This highlights the fact A final issue with the observed low levels of participation during the design and selection steps in the implemented Burkina Faso projects is how this contrasts with the increased power roles and responsibility of certain stakeholders during action planning, implementation, and finally operation and maintenance. In both projects, the household users are expected to take ownership for operation and maintenance of latrines after the project is completed. It has been argued that participation will lead to improved user ownership and maintenance of the systems (Wood et al. ) . Yet, is it reasonable to expect user
